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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to the Amendment and RCE submitted January 7, 2004. The 
text of those sections of Title 35. U.S. Code not included in this action can be found in a 
prior Office action. 

Claims 1-47 are currently pending in this application. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth In 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on January 
7, 2004, has been entered. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC ^ 102 

1. Claims 1-2, 8-13, 16, 24-27, 29, 32-34, 37, and 39-40 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hanson et al. (U.S. 2002/0084183). 

The rejection of claims 1-2, 8-13, and 16 have been withdrawn in view of the 
convincing arguments submitted by Applicant in the RCE submitted January 7, 2004. 

The rejection of claims 24-27, 29, 32-34, 37, and 39-40 has been maintained 
and is as set forth in the previous Office action mailed May 15, 2003, which is 
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incorporated herein. Examiner's arguments for maintaining the rejection are set forth 
below in the "Response to Argument/Amendment." 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC ^ 103 

2. Claims 3-4, 18-21 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hanson et al. (U.S. 2002/0084183) as applied to claims 1 , 2. and 29 
above, and further in view of Keigler (6,540,899). 

The rejection of claims 3-4 and 18-21 have been withdrawn in view of the 
convincing arguments submitted by Applicant in the RCE submitted January 7, 2004. 

The rejection of claim 30 has been maintained and are as set forth in the 
previous Office action mailed May 15, 2003, which is incorporated herein. Examiner's 
arguments for maintaining the rejection are set forth below in the "Response to 
Argument/Amendment." 

3. Claims 14-15, 17, 22-23, 35-36, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hanson et al. (U.S. 2002/0084183) as applied to claims 1 and 
24 above, and further in view of Schuster et al. (5,000,827). 

The rejection of claims 14-15, 17, and 22-23 have been withdrawn in view of the 
convincing arguments submitted by Applicant in the RCE submitted January 7, 2004. 

The rejection of claims 35-36, and 38 have been maintained and are as set forth 
in the previous Office action mailed May 15, 2003, which is incorporated herein. 
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Examiner's arguments for maintaining the rejection are set forth below in the "Response 
to Argument/Amendment." 

4. Claims 5-7 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hanson et al. (U.S. 2002/0084183) as applied to claims 1 and 24 above, and 
further in view of Uzoh et al. (6,413,388). 

The rejection of claims 5-7 have been withdrawn in view of the convincing 
arguments submitted by Applicant in the RCE submitted January 7, 2004. 

The rejection of claim 31 has been maintained and are as set forth in the 
previous Office action mailed May 15, 2003, which is incorporated herein. Examiner's 
arguments for maintaining the rejection are set forth below in the "Response to 
Argument/Amendment." 

AMowable Subiect Matter 

5. Claims 1-23 and 41-47 are allowed over the prior art of record. 

6. Claim 28 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

7. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 
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Regarding claim 1, the specific apparatus for engaging a work piece during 
plating which includes, inter alia, a cup arranged to support the workpiece and a field 
shaping element designed for connection with the cup were not taught by the prior art of 
record. The closest prior art of Hanson et al. fails to specifically teach a field shaping 
element designed for connection with the cup where the cup is arranged to support the 
workpiece. In addition, Applicant's reasons for allowance set forth in the paper 
submitted January 7, 2004 on pages 8-10 are further deemed sufficient and are 
incorporated herein. 

Regarding claim 28, the specific immersion of the work piece that takes place at 
an angle in which the plating surface is not parallel to the plane defined by the plating 
fluid surface was not taught or suggested by the prior art of record. 

Regarding claim 41 , the specific apparatus for engaging a workpiece during 
plating which includes a cup defining an interior region and a lip within the interior region 
arranged such that the lip can support the workpiece in a first plane wherein the cup has 
a first surface and at least a portion of the first surface being curved and substanfially 
non-parallel to the first plane was not taught or suggested by the prior art of record. In 
addition, Applicant's reasons for allowance set forth in the paper submitted January 7, 
2004 on pages 8-10 are further deemed sufficient and are incorporated herein. 

Regarding claim 42, the specific apparatus for engaging a workpiece during 
plating which includes a field shaping element defining a snorkel-shaped flow path 
between the field shaping element and the cup was not taught or suggested by the prior 
art of record. In addition. Applicant's reasons for allowance set forth in the paper 
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submitted January 7, 2004 on pages 11-12 are further deemed sufficient and are 
incorporated herein. 

Regarding claim 43, the specific apparatus for engaging a workpiece during 
plating which includes a cup with a lip that can support a workpiece wherein the cup has 
a plurality of flow holes defining a plurality of flow paths for plating fluid to flow from the 
inside of the apparatus to outside the apparatus was not taught or suggested by the 
prior art of record. In addition, Applicant's reasons for allowance set forth in the paper 
submitted January 7, 2004 on pages 12-13 are further deemed sufficient and are 
incorporated herein. 

Response to Argument/Amendment 

8. Applicant's arguments filed January 7, 2004, have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding claim 24, Applicant asserts Hanson et al. does not teach, suggest or 
indicate a flow path "having an inlet on the inside of the apparatus and an outlet on the 
outside of the apparatus and positioned such that the outlet is at a higher elevation than 
the inlet, whereby gas present in a portion of the plating fluid in the flow path travels 
toward the outlet due to its buoyancy." (Paper submitted 1/7/04, page 11). Examiner 
must respectfully disagree for the following reasons: 

First, Hanson et al. does show a flow path defined by the cup (Fig. 7, numeral 
60) and a field shaping element (Fig. 7, numeral 200). Although Hanson et al. does not 
indicate specific arrows showing a flow path, fluid still flows in between the cup (Fig. 7, 
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numeral 60) and the field shaping element (Fig. 7, numeral 200), such flow is discussed 
in U 0054. 

Second, it appears that Examiner and Applicant have a differing definition of 
what constitutes the "inside of the apparatus" and the "outside of the apparatus," 
Examiner is interpreting "inside the apparatus" as being the area where the workpiece is 
processed. Therefore, the flow path from the inside to the outside of the apparatus is 
the region between numerals 60 and 200 in Fig. 7 of Hanson et al. 

Applicant further asserts that "Claims 22-40 are therefore patentable as being 
dependent from patentable claiml." (Paper submitted 1/7/04, page 11). This is clearly 
incorrect. Only claims 22-23 are in some way dependent from claim 1 (actually, they 
are dependent from claim 17, which is dependent on claim 14, which is dependent on 
claim 1 ). Claims 25-40 are in some way dependent from claim 24, not claim 1 . 

With respect to the dependent claims, since Applicant has not argued the merits 
of Examiner's rejection of said dependent claims, therefore their rejection has been 
maintained. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this comnnunication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wesley Nicolas whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1247. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Thurs. from 7 AM to 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Roy King, can be reached at (571)272-1244. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 




Wesley A. Nicolas 
Primary Examiner 

February 22, 2004 



